The Liber uricrisiarum in Wellcome MS 225 (hereafter, MS 225), a uroscopic treatise in Middle English that cites the De urinis by Isaac Judaeus as its principal source, ' exemplifies the sort of vernacular medical literature produced in abundance in late fourteenth-and early fifteenth-century England that relies heavily on learned medical literature for its content.' Especially striking in the Liber uricrisiarum are both the numerous citations throughout the text of other medical and scientific authorities and the parallels between these citations and the texts required for medical study at university in the fourteenth century. The fact that vernacular medical literature in medieval Europe is based largely on authoritative medical and scientific texts as opposed to popular medical lore is nothing new;3 moreover, it is evident that the use of the vernacular, i.e., Middle English, expanded the reading audience to include lay medical practitioners as well as university-educated physicians. This article, printed here in revised form, was originally presented as a paper under the title 'Vernacular medical texts in medieval England' in the colloquium series 'New findings in the history of science' ('Neue Ergebnisse der Wissenschaftsgeschichte') at the Institute for the History of Medicine of the Free University, Berlin, 27 June 1991.
Liber uricrisiarum in MS 225 also offers, though, is a statement of rhetorical purpose within the treatise proper which identifies the audience for whom the work was intended: "And all I wald undoo in common spech, pat all men myght undyrstand & knaw, 3yf ony man wald fynd me my sustenaunce."5 Though this declaration obviously includes lay practitioners among the treatise's potential readers, the phrase "all men" is so broadly worded that it may well indicate non-practitioners who would none the less be interested in uroscopy. This statement of purpose (not to mention the compiler's disclosure of his own financially impoverished state), together with the many citations of medical and scientific authorities, indicates a vernacular text that intentionally makes available to a wide audience knowledge that medieval physicians acquired in pursuing a course of study in medicine at university. To be sure, the Liber uricrisiarum does not transmit all such knowledge word for word as it appears in the original Latin texts, even when the compiler may declare that he has translated his source "nerhand word for worde",6 as the compiler of the Liber uricrisiarum says of Isaac's De urinis. Instead, he typically edits and revises the technical information in his sources in order to adapt it to the practical needs and limitations of the lay members of his audience.7 The resulting vernacular text thus conveys to its readers medical knowledge regarded as authoritative in medieval Europe, but does so in a manner and form that modifies that knowledge to some extent in tailoring it to its audience.
That the Liber uricrisiarum was created with a lay readership in mind is supported by certain statements in a prologue to the treatise, originally written in Latin and later translated into Middle English. Though the text in MS 225 lacks a prologue-apparently omitted by the scribe, rather than missing-the close parallels in content, structure, and wording between MS 225 and other manuscript versions of the Liber uricrisiarum accompanied by a prologue attest its applicability to the text in MS 225. In its opening lines, the prologue identifies Henry Daniel, a Dominican friar of the late fourteenth century, as the translator of the treatise.8 Among the points relevant to the issues of rhetorical purpose and audience that Daniel makes in the prologue are the unavailability of works in English on uroscopy, his recognition of the value of uroscopy as a science, and his desire to provide ' Joanne Jasin, 'A critical edition of the Middle English Liber uricrisiarum in Wellcome MS 2-25', PhD thesis, Tulane University, 1983; Ann Arbor, Michigan, University Microfilms International, 1984; p. 142. This statement of purpose occurs not at the beginning of the Liber uricrisiarum, where one would expect it, but rather on 30Q (the treatise occupies ff. 5Y-143' in the manuscript). I have drawn all subsequent quotations from the Liber uricrisiarum in MS 225 from this edition of the manuscript. In the edition, expansion of all abbreviations and suspensions in the manuscript is indicated by italics. I have followed modern conventions in adding punctuation. Alternate readings provided by the compiler or scribe appear in parentheses. Underlining indicates occurrences of scribal underlining; I have deliberately not underlined other words or phrases in the treatise to avoid confusion with scribal underlining. I completed the thesis working solely from microfilm; the quotations provided here, however, incorporate revisions based on my subsequent examination in person of the original manuscript at the Wellcome Institute for the History of Medicine in London. access to the benefits that knowledge of uroscopy would offer to those who did not know Latin. These statements, consistent with the declaration of rhetorical purpose in MS 225 cited above, imply a keen awareness on the part of Daniel, serving here as both compiler and translator, of the utility of his contributions to medieval readers. Among other important factors motivating Daniel in his scholarly and linguistic endeavour, Faye Marie Getz credits the "charitable impulses of the medieval preaching friars" with encouraging him to translate the Liber uricrisiarum; she notes his references to charity in the prologue and his special suitability as a friar (i.e., one who had taken a vow of poverty) to dispense medical knowledge for the good of humanity rather than material gain.9 Getz also points to a tradition in Latin, preceding Daniel by a century, of writing medical texts as a demonstration of charity toward fellow human beings.'0 Yet Daniel's prologue also raises the issue of the limited capacity of the vemacular to communicate scientific knowledge, even as the completed treatise itself stretched the capacity of fourteenth-century English to convey scientific concepts and technical knowledge. Indeed, Daniel's decision to write the prologue originally in Latin rather than English suggests a deference to convention seemingly inconsistent with his intention to make the science of uroscopy more widely accessible thati it previously had been. " I Yet, as Ralph Hanna III points out in his discussion of the prologue, Daniel's assertion that he has collected the "marrow" of the science of uroscopy in his treatise forcefully implies his belief in the potential of English to transmit learned knowledge with clarity.'2
The Liber uricrisiarum is an early and significant example of the Ricardian translations, as Hanna states; moreover Daniel, in questioning the capability of English to convey sophisticated medical learning, raises concerns about language shared by other such translators.'3 The methods of translation that Daniel employs throughout the treatise demonstrate how he responds to those concerns; at the same time, they reveal his careful attention both to the learned material he was translating and to the lay audience that would read it. One of the more frequently used techniques appearing throughout the text in MS 225 is the use of synonyms and glosses to translate Latin terminology, a key trait of the Trevisa translations and one discussed both by Getz in her introduction to the Middle English translation of Gilbertus Anglicus and by Peter Murray Jones in his analysis of 9 Faye Marie Getz, 'Charity, translation, and the language of medical learning in medieval England', Bull.
Hist. Med., 1990, 64: 1-17, pp. 17 and 14. Getz also states that Dominican friars in particular translated vernacular medical texts for this reason (pp. 8-9). In quoting from Daniel's prologue, she uses the Middle English version in Royal MS P7.D. I, British Library.
Ibid., p. 9. She cites the Thesaurus pauperum and the Micrologus as examples of this tradition. None the less, by writing in Latin Daniel does not deny those readers literate only in the vernacular any information on uroscopy itself, apart from a summary at the end of the prologue of the three-part structure of the treatise. Of course, the later translation of the prologue into Middle English meant that vernacular readers could also ponder Daniel's comments on rhetorical purpose and language, among other matters. Ardeme, however , is in the extensive use of etymologies as a translation device.'9 As with the other methods of translation noted above, Daniel demonstrates in a very tangible way his intent to make complex concepts and detailed technical information accessible to a wide readership by rendering them as clearly as possible-a necessary approach, if he is to achieve the goal expressed in his prologue of providing readers with a work they could use. In this case, though, his inclusion of medieval etymologies of certain terms seems to go one step further and reflects the attention in the prologue to the problem of language in general and English in particular as a means of conveying full knowledge of uroscopy, namely, that written texts cannot substitute entirely for actual experience if one is to learn the science properly.20 On this issue Daniel is simply repeating the opinion of Averroes and Gilbertus (he names both at this point in the prologue), but at the same time he reveals his own interest in complex issues of language. The numerous etymologies in MS 225 function as both a rather ' 1 Getz, op. cit., note 7 above, p. xlvi; Jones, op. cit., note 7 above, pp. 84-6. " Jasin, op. cit., note 5 above, pp. 1 17 and 189, respectively. The word aquosyte exemplifies the distinction Getz makes between "importations" from Latin and actual translations (Getz, op. cit., note 7 above, p. xlvi).
'" Compare the explanations for the Latin ptisana in Gilbertus, "Ptisane is watir pat barliche is soden yn" (Getz, op. cit., note 7 above, pp. xlvi and 108); and in MS 225, "a drynk pat we call a jthisan, or water styllyt owt of herbys" (Jasin, op. cit., note 5 above, p. 56). Though the word "pthysan" appears at this same point in the text in Hanna's edited excerpt, the explanation does not. 24 E.g., Sloane 1100 and HM 505. As stated earlier, these parallels exist in the content, structure, and wording of the corresponding manuscript versions. An advantage of MS 225 is that it provides a complete text of the Liber uricrisiarum, with the exception of two figures mentioned in the text but not inserted (one of a wheel used in calculating leap year and the other of the rota celi or rota mundi, presumably depicting the Ptolemaic universe). Two blank folios in Sloane 1100 make its version of the Liber uricrisiarum incomplete; moreover, it lacks the internal statement of rhetorical purpose in MS 225 that is quoted above. The other differences between the two versions are primarily linguistic and stylistic in nature: Sloane 1100 is written in a predominantly East Midland dialect instead of the Northern dialect of MS 225; in addition, the treatise in MS 225 provides somewhat more explanation of technical terms in the form of synonyms or analogies than does the text in Sloane 1100.
2S Hanna points out the existence of numerous scribal additions in MS 225 and Ashmole 1404, and for this reason among others chooses the text in HM 505 for his edition of the first portion of Daniel's treatise. Admittedly, such additions raise the issue of distinguishing between the translator's text and the scribe's, yet in the case of MS 225 it appears that most of what can be called scribal additions follow the spirit of Daniel's rhetorical purpose and sense of audience, typically taking the form of additional synonyms and glosses, explanations of technical terms, etymologies, and cross-referencing; they provide material that itself demands attention and analysis. Consider, for example, the material in Book One of MS 225, which expands this first part of the treatise well beyond the four chapters Daniel specifies in both the Latin and English versions of his prologue, to 19 chapters: from Chapter Six to the end of Book One, the text takes up one by one the 20 condicions that the practitioner must heed in examining urine since they properly affect diagnosis, including obvious matters like the patient's gender and diet, as well as others such as emotional state and bathing habits. Yet the contents of the Liber uricrisiarum point to a man learned in medicine, who may well have studied medicine at Oxford, given the parallels between the medical authorities cited in MS 225 and the medical curriculum at Oxford in the late fourteenth century. Other parallels between citations in the text and medical works and authorities associated with Italy or France also raise the possibility of Daniel's having travelled to the Continent to pursue medical studies.
As a Dominican friar, Daniel belonged to a mendicant order in which education occupied a central position, thus creating a likely and hospitable environment in which to acquire the learning that the Liber uricrisiarum transmits.31 Daniel's status as cleric itself strengthens the possibility of his having studied medicine formally since, as Huling E. Ussery has pointed out, the student at university who had not taken orders was the exception rather than the rule.32 Vemn L. Bullough has also suggested that more students in medieval Oxford must have acquired medical knowledge than records of actual degrees awarded in medicine would indicate, through ownership of medical manuscripts, for example, or later acquisition of the titles medicus or physicus, despite no documented association with the medical school. 3' William J. Courtenay has examined the significant role of the mendicant orders in medieval England in the development of Oxford and Cambridge universities, and in particular of the Dominican and Franciscan convents in fourteenth-century Oxford. Though the Franciscans were on a par with the Dominicans in founding convents in areas that would develop a reputation as academic centres, the Dominicans were the only mendicant order to be established with a firm commitment to learning. A student within the Dominican system was educated even at the level of the studium artium according to standards similar to those at university, and at the next level, the studium naturalium, would study Aristotle's scientific texts, as would the Oxford student. By the fourteenth century the Dominicans had established a university convent at Oxford (in addition to convents at Cambridge, London, and York), which in 1377 counted seventy resident friars. The Oxford convent was the most important of the Dominican convents (due mainly to the prestigious position of Oxford University within England) and was, consequently, the only one offering all levels of study: the studiumn artiumn, studium niaturalium, and studium theologiae. Courtenay characterizes the Dominicans as the intellectual equals of the Franciscans in the thirteenth century-the Dominicans counted Nicholas Trevet, known for his commentaries on Boethius, and cited in MS 225, among their numbers-but acknowledges that they lost ground intellectually to the In addition, Daniel briefly cites standard authorities in other fields whose works were more widely accessible to clerics than many of the medical and astronomical texts named above. Among them are Bartholomeus Anglicus, the thirteenth-century English theologian who wrote the encyclopedic text De proprietatibus rerum; Nicholas Trevet, specifically his commentary on the pseudo-Boethian text De disciplina scolarium;65 and Duns Scotus, the Franciscan theologian and philosopher of the late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries. The numerous references to Aristotle in MS 225 often indicate his works on animals ("Kynd of bestys", "Buk of bestys"), although there is one reference to his Ethics. Oxford students would read both in the trivium, the former as part of the studia naturalia and the latter in the studia moralia.66 Finally, Daniel's citations of Isidore of Seville and his Etymologiae designate a work readily available in clerical circles in the Middle Ages (it, too, was donated by Bredon to Oxford), as is the case with the occasional reference to Holy Scripture or the Church fathers.
In short, Daniel's inclusion of Roger Frugardi, along with other prominent figures such as Gilbertus Anglicus and Taddeo Alderotti, establishes a connection between the Liber uricrisiarum and advances in medicine in Italy and France, particularly Montpellier. It also raises the possibility that Daniel acquired access to such texts while studying abroad, as noted above. Just as important, though, his inclusion of authorities representing advances in medicine on the Continent lends a certain currency (from a medieval perspective) to the Liber uricrisiarum, suggesting that in translating and compiling his uroscopy, Daniel deliberately went beyond the learned foundation in the Articella in transmitting to his readers sophisticated medical knowledge.67 (For astronomy, the reference to Richard of Wallingford certainly qualifies in this regard, and points to England rather than the Continent.) Furthermore, some of these later, non-Articella authorities share another trait in common, namely, the weight they give to a practical approach to medicine and the acquiring of medical knowledge, evident in their writings and exemplified by Gilles de Corbeil, Gilbertus Anglicus, Taddeo Alderotti, and Roger Frugardi. In this respect, too, they are especially appropriate for inclusion in a work like the Liber uricrisiarum, whose compiler clearly understands the significance of a theoretical basis for medical knowledge but who also recognizes the pragmatic needs of his audience and the value of the practical in a field like uroscopy, at once a science and a skill.
The knowledge that these leamed sources transmit, generally acquired by the student of medicine in an academic setting, as discussed above, was to some extent modified by Daniel in the process of producing the vernacular text. In attempting to render the technical and theoretical knowledge of his sources as clearly as possible, to "undoo [ analysis to which it subjects the definition.70 As Chapter One of the Latin text continues, it raises the issue of the adequacy of this definition of urine ("Hic primo queritur de diffinitione posita ab auctore in littera: videtur quod sit incompetens"),7' using as a basis for discussion the views of other medical authorities on the subject. As the chapter title indicates, this analysis of the definition examines the issue of the essence of urine, whether it is a filtering of the blood and other humours, as the first sentence states, or a filtering of the blood alone. It first cites Gerard, who posits that urine is indeed a filtering of the blood and the other humours, as the definition indicates, but then labels his statement "descriptio" rather than "diffinitio". The text continues by citing Theophilus, credited here with saying that urine is a filtering of the blood but not of the other humours ("Theophilus vero dicit quod est colamentum sanguinis & non dicit aliorum humorum ... Et dicendum quod Theophilus sub sanguine comprehendit alios humores").72 His statement rests on one's understanding of the term "blood", whether it is to be interpreted as the fluid in the body that contains and carries all the four humours, or as one of the four humours to be distinguished from choler, phlegm, and black bile.73 As the text clearly indicates, Theophilus' definition rests on an interpretation of the blood as containing all the humours; thus, at the same time that the blood is filtered of impurities in the production of urine, so are the other humours.
In this instance and elsewhere in the treatise, the Latin text attains a theoretical level of analysis with its questioning of the definition of its key term and its summary of the views of other authorities, particularly as it addresses a fundamental physiological question concerning the theory of the humours. It humorum"-and though he explains the proper "cooking" of urine, as mentioned in his source, he retains nothing of the theoretical or substantive analysis of the physiological principle underlying the statement that appears in the Latin text. Moreover, the clause 71 Jasin, op. cit., note 5 above, pp. 53-4. To facilitate comparison of this lengthy passage with the Latin I provide the following modern English translation: "As say all authors in this field, this is the description of urine. The description of a thing is the describing or telling what a thing is. Urine is a flow, an issuing, and a thin or delicate melting and cleansing of the blood and of the humours. I say aflow or an issue for this reason, for sometimes it passes out of the body soon after one has drunk something, and that ought not to be called urine properly, but rather water or piss. For when it is passed so soon, it is neither cooked nor digested in the veins, nor in the kidneys; neither is the colour of it deepened, that is, tinted or dyed, as it should be naturally; and the reason for all this is that the urine has not had its natural time in the body. It is thin, for the more it is cooked and digested in the body, the thinner it is in itself, and the deeper in colour, as you shall see in this book in all the chapters (thin: that is, bright and clear). It is a melting, a cleansing of the blood in the humours for this reason: just as you see that the whey is wrung and cleansed and squeezed out of the milk through a working, labouring, thrusting, and squeezing out from the bulk lor] the thick matter, (so is] urine wrung and squeezed and cleansed out from massa sanguinis (the mass of blood), that is to say, from the lump, the mass, the stock, the matter, and the well of blood." 76 The term "discripcion" is here somewhat misleading, implying as it does that Daniel deliberately distinguishes between it and "diffinicion", when in fact he later calls both terms represented by the citations of figures associated with the medical faculties of Montpellier and northern Italy. The accomplishment of the Liber uricrisiarum, a treatise that because of its subject matter (i.e., uroscopy) embraces both science and skill,85 is not merely that it transmits sophisticated medical knowledge but that it does so in a manner useful to its readers.
